REMARKS 

Claims 1-17 and 19-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 and § 103. Based on the 
above amendments and the following remarks, reconsideration of the pending claims is 
respectfully requested. 

Oral Interview 

The undersigned would like to thank the Examiner for the courtesy of the Oral Interview 
conducted on Thursday, September 28, 2006 at 2:30 P.M. (Eastern Time) with the undersigned 
and with the inventor, Olaf Vancura. A decision by the Examiner was not made at that time. 

Each of the independent claims 1, 5, 6, 1 1, 17, 21, 22, 25 and 26 have been amended to 
recite that (1) the "decision-making round" is randomly selected (which is a prior art method 
step) and that (2) the hint that is displayed is also randomly displayed. Two levels of 
"randomness" are claimed in the pending claims. Each of the independent claims, as amended, 
clarify that the random display of the hint provides a second level of randomness to the random 
selection of the decision-making round (first level). This is not disclosed in Wood '007 nor is it 
taught, suggested, or inferred therein. Wood '007 only provides the first level by randomly 
selecting a decision-making round in video poker. When the randomly selected decision- 
making round in Wood '007 displays the first four cards dealt as flush cards, Wood '007 always 
highlights (flashes or otherwise alerts) these cards. This teaches against the present invention 
with the independent claims as amended, in that the flashing of the four flush cards would occur 
randomly which provides the second level of randomness. 

As the inventor, Olaf Vancura, explained during the oral interview, a player completely 
familiar with the Wood '007 game would not need to have the first four flush cards flash. The 
player would always know that when four flush cards appear the player would have the option to 
play the game conventionally or to press the spin button. This would never happen in the 
Applicant's invention, as variously claimed. For example, adopting the Applicant's invention to 
Wood '007 randomly dealing four flush cards provides nothing more than displaying four flush 
cards. From time to time randomly, under the Applicant's invention, a hint would appear for 
these four flush cards, surprise the player, and provide information. For this reason alone, all of 
the claims, as amended, are patentably distinct both under 35 U.S.C. § 102 and § 103 over 
Wood. 
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The following is in response to the outstanding Office Action in which all of the submitted 
claims were variously rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 and § 103. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. S 102 

Claims 1-13, 17 and 19-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Wood '007. The following discusses patentably distinct features not found in Wood '007. 

1. The Claimed Inventions Have Two Level of Randomness - Wood Only Has 
One - It is acknowledged that in Wood "a player randomly receives four cards of the same suit 
(four card flush)" along with the fifth card to display a five card poker hand. The rejection further 
states: 

"Since four card flush hands occur randomly, and the highlight (hint) 
feature occurs only when the four card flush hand occurs, then the highlight 
(hint) features also occur randomly." (page 3, lines 12-14 of the Office Action) 

The Applicant concurs that every initial Wood '007 four card flush hand displayed is dealt 

randomly and is then highlighted to alert the player. This highlighting feature always occurs with 

every initial random four card flush hand dealt. Wood requires highlighting with every random 

appearance of the four card flush hand. That is, stated another way, the highlight feature 

always occurs upon the random display of an initial four card flush hand. The hint of the present 

invention as explained above provides a second level of randomness as it would randomly 

occur from time to time with the randomly generated five card hand (first level). 

It is maintained that these amendments to all independent claims patentably distinguish 

the claimed inventions over the Wood '007 reference and allowance of these independent 

claims and their dependent claims is respectfully requested. 

2. The Claimed Inventions Have a Hint With Displayed Information - Wood 
Only Alerts With No Information - The highlighting is not a hint it is an alert (See Wood at 
column 3, line 62). The purpose of the alert is to offer the player the opportunity to automatically 
receive a fifth card from the same suit (column 3, lines 34-35). The Wood '007 alert is not a hint 
as defined in the Applicant's specification. As the Wood '007 alert always occurs with every 
appearance of the four card flush, the alert becomes meaningless as it is expected by the player 
- it is simply how the game is played. The hint of the present invention provides information 
which randomly appears (second level randomness) for a displayed decision-making game 
round (first level randomness) so as to be surprising and unexpected to the player as to when it 
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will occur during game play. The claimed hint contains information as to what the player should 
do with respect to the next input. Wood '007 has no such information. 

As fully explained in an earlier response incorporated herein by reference, the two 
examples in Wood '007 at column 7, lines 1-9 fully show that no hint occurs in Wood '007 and 
certainly no displayed information is provided to the player in Wood '007 as to which input 
provides a higher player expectation in the play of the game. The highlighting in Wood provides 
no such "information," but only "offers an opportunity to complete the flush." Wood's own 
examples show that the player may not want the spin to complete the flush but may want to 
continue to play the hand conventionally. That is, the player is offered the opportunity to 
complete the flush, but there certainly is no information whatsoever in those highlighted cards 
that would aid the player in making a decision in Wood's own two examples. 

All independent claims recite "information" and for this reason alone all claims stand 
allowable over Wood '007 and such allowance is respectfully requested. 

3. Independent Claims 1 and 17 Recite that the Hint has "Written or Stated 
Information" - Wood Has No Such Feature - Independent claims 1 and 17 recite "written or 
stated information." This is not found in Wood '007. 

With respect to dependent claims 2-4 from claim 1, the Applicant respectfully disagrees 
that the casino video poker game of Wood is a knowledge-based casino game. There are 
casino games based upon pure randomness (such as the Wood '007 game), there are casino 
games based upon the skill of the player and there are casino games based upon the 
knowledge of the player. In casino games based upon the skill or the knowledge of the player, 
the outcome of play can be affected by the skill or knowledge of the player. When claims 2-4 
are read with independent claim 1 , as amended, the claim is patentably distinct. 

Dependent claims 7-8 depend from claim 6 and for the reason set forth above for claim 6 
are patentably distinct over Wood '007. 

Dependent claims 9-10 depend from independent claim 1 and relate to the randomness 
of the hint. Dependent claim 9 states that the random hints occur "at a random statistical 
frequency" and claim 10 states that the "at least one hint occurs when a prevailing position in 
the displayed decision-making game round exists." As fully stated, the Wood highlighting 
always occurs. With respect to claim 10, when claim 10 is read with claim 1 it is patentably 
distinct over Wood '007. 
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Dependent claims 12 and 13 depend from claim 1 and for the reasons set forth above 
with respect to claim 1 are patentably distinct over Wood '007. 

Independent claim 17 contains the same amendments as claim 1 and for the reasons 
espoused above, is patentably distinct over Wood et al. Dependent claims 19 and 20 depend 
from claim 17 and when read with claim 17 each are patentably distinct over Wood '007. 

Independent claims 1 and 17 and their dependent claims are patentably distinct over 
Wood '007 and their allowance is respectfully requested. 

4. Independent Claim 5 Claims a Hint Removing an Input Choice - Not Found 
in Wood - With respect to independent claim 5, there is no disclosure whatsoever in Wood of 
the method step of "the aforesaid at least one displayed hint eliminating one input of the plurality 
of possible inputs as being correct." This simply is not found in Wood '007. The Wood '007 
player is offered the opportunity of conventional play or spinning the wheel, nothing is ever 
eliminated. For this reason alone independent claim 5 is patentably distinct and its allowance is 
respectfully requested. 

5. Independent Claim 6 Claims a Hint Providing "Odds" on which Input is more 
Correct - Not Found in Wood - Independent claim 6 provides the following method step that 
simply is not found in Wood '007: "the aforesaid at least one randomly displayed hint providing 
information that gives a percentage odds that some of the inputs of the plurality of possible 
inputs are more correct." The Wood '007 player is given the opportunity of completing the flush 
by spinning the wheel (pressing the button that spins the wheel) or conventional play of the 
game. Highlighting cards simply provides no information whatsoever as to the percentage odds 
or the two courses of action. For this reason alone, independent claim 6 is patentably distinct 
and its allowance is respectfully requested. 

6. Independent Claims 11 and 21 Claim a Hint Displayed when a Set Time 
Frame Expires Before Receiving an Input ■ Wood Has No Such Feature - Independent 
claims 11 and 21 set forth the method step of displaying the hint occurring when a set time 
frame expires before receipt of the input. There is nothing in Wood '007 that discusses, 
teaches, suggests or infers measuring the time the player takes to either conventionally play the 
game or to push the spin the wheel button. For this reason alone, this feature patentably 
distinguishes the claimed invention from Wood '007. 
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7. Independent Claim 22 Claims Preventing Display of the Hint When a Player 
Inputs Too Quickly - Wood Has No Such Feature - Independent claim 22 further contains a 
method step of "preventing display of the at least one hint when the at least one player input is 
received." Nothing in the Wood '007 patent discloses, teaches, suggests, or infers preventing 
the flashing or highlighting of the four flush cards. As fully taught in the present invention, the 
display of the hint (even though random) is prevented when at least one player input is received 
before the display. Dependent claims 23 and 24 depend from claim 17 and for the reasons set 
forth above with respect to claim 17 are patentably distinct when read with claim 17. 

8. Independent Claim 25 Claims Allowing the Player to Re-Input When the First 
Input is Wrong - Wood Has No Such Feature - Independent claim 25 provides an additional 
method step not found in Wood '007. In independent claim 25, when a received player input is 
wrong, the claimed invention further displays in the provided information that the at least one 
received player input was wrong and allows the player to place at least one more player input. 
No such method step is disclosed, taught, suggested, or inferred in Wood '007. The Wood '007 
player can only provide either the wheel spin to complete the flush or conventional play of the 
game. Nothing else can occur in Wood '007. For this reason alone, independent claim 25 is 
patentably distinct over Wood. 

9. Independent Claim 26 Claims Displaying a Plurality of Hint Choices - Wood 
Only Highlights - Independent claim 26 provides method steps of displaying a plurality of hint 
choices. Wood only displays one alert. Nothing in Wood discloses, suggests or infers 
displaying a plurality of hint choices. Claim 26 is patentably distinct. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over Wood '007. 
Claims 14 and 15 are rejected as being unpatentable over Wood '007 and in view of Wood '023. 
The Applicant concurs that casino bonus games (claim 14), wide area progressive casino 
games (claim 15), and internet casino games (claim 16) are old and well known. However when 
the method of claim 1 is read into each of these dependent claims and the claim is read as a 
whole, the claims are patentably distinct. 
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Conclusion 



Again, the undersigned and on behalf of the Applicant, thanks the Examiner for taking 
time out of his busy schedule to conduct the oral interview. It is maintained that for the reasons 
set forth above and based upon the amendments presented, that all claims, as amended, are 
patentably distinct over the two cited Wood references and such allowance is respectfully 
requested. 

Should you have any questions regarding the above, please feel free to give the below- 
listed attorney a call. If additional fees are required, please debit our Deposit Account No. 04- 
1414. 



Respectfully submitted, 



DORR, CARSON & BIRNEY, P.C. 





Robert C. Dorr 
Reg. No. 27,782 



501 South Cherry Street, Suite 800 
Denver, Colorado 80246 
(303) 333-3010 
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